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actual selections of ‘lectotypes’ for the species in question, although not formalized 
by a published statement of such action’, but these curatorial activities are not 
nomenclatural acts. Harasewych & Petit also claim that the then-curators were able 
to select ‘illustrated specimens or specimens best conforming to the published 
descriptions’ for removal to safe storage. Harasewych & Petit do not mention that 
Drs Morrison and Rehder had only a few months to select and remove 14,663 lots 
(over one hundred lots per day) from the world’s largest mollusk collection. It is 
difficult to believe that, given these time constraints, the original descriptions (let 
alone illustrations, dimensions and type localities) could have been checked for so 
many species described in over 500 publications. Indeed, while researching certain 
types from the Blake and Albatross expeditions, I found various lots in the 
Smithsonian mollusk type collection which they had segregated, labeled and cata- 
logued as ‘holotypes’, but which in fact were not types as they were not from the type 
locality; instead, syntypes in the general collection represented actual type material. 

In conclusion, the various criticisms of the proposal to suppress Kaicher’s 
card-packs for nomenclatural purposes bring up irrelevant issues, misinterpret the 
provisions of the Code regarding lectotype designations, and overlook the funda- 
mental fact (as pointed out in my original application) that suppression will have no 
effect whatsoever on the value of Kaicher’s card-packs to both malacologists and 
shell collectors. This work will remain widely used and cited precisely because of its 
excellent illustrations and will remain an important contribution to this field. 
Suppression will merely eliminate the problems raised by Kaicher’s wholly inadvert- 
ent lectotype selections, as well as those raised by her publication of manuscript 
species names, and will conform to her intent that these card-packs are not part of the 
scientific record for nomenclatural purposes. 
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This case is an excellent example of when an older name should be rejected. 

1. Misidentification of the original description and type material has led to 
incorrect use of the specific name of Arca grenophia Risso, 1826 for Bathyarca 
pectunculoides (Scacchi, 1834), a well known species (para. 5 of the application). 

2. Asan older synonym of Bathyarca philippiana (Nyst, 1844), the name grenophia 
is a threat against this quite well known name (para. 6). 

3. A strict application of priority would switch the use of the name grenophia 
to Bathyarca philippiana. Much confusion would result since without a lengthy 
explanation it would be ambiguous which of the two species (pectunculoides or 
philippiana) was referred to. 

4. A swift rejection of grenophia will mean that all modern use of the name will 
relate to the one taxon, B. pectunculoides. 


